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Statutes and ordinances regulating vehicles and their operation upon the public ways must not unjustly discriminate between 
individuals or classes. ! However, the applicability of such laws may be limited in accordance with a reasonable classification 
of persons, subjects, or places.” Thus, for safety purposes, users of the highways may constitutionally be classified according 
to the character and extent of their use, and, if so classified, may be subjected to regulation.” Also, a classification having a 
basis in practical convenience is not unconstitutional because it may be lacking in purely theoretical or scientific uniformity.’ 
Because most traffic ordinances do not create a suspect classification,” the classifications will be upheld so long as they bear 


a rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose.° 


Motor vehicles have been recognized as properly and reasonably forming a separate class of instrumentalities for legislative 


purposes. ’ Accordingly, a statute or ordinance is not unconstitutional as being special legislation merely because it legislates 
solely upon the question of the operation of automobiles, and does not attempt to regulate the operation of all vehicles using the 


public highways.” Separate classifications for motorcycles have been upheld in many circumstances,” although prohibitions of 


motorcycles on park roads have sometimes been struck down as unconstitutional classifications. 1° 


Separate classification of snowmobiles has also been upheld. 1! 


A city ordinance requiring motor scooter owners to purchase a permit to park in city's traditional permit parking area, and 
requiring designation of certain parking areas exclusively for scooters with permits, does not violate the equal protection rights 
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of scooter owners, even though it required them, but not automobile or motorcycle owners, to obtain a permit to park on a public 
street in residential area, inasmuch as it was rational for the city to conclude that simultaneously eliminating parking options for 
scooters without permits and providing designated motor scooter parking areas for scooters with permits would achieve stated 


goal of discouraging motor scooters from parking on sidewalks. !7 
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